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c) special research probleas. Two facets of research were considered
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pupils, and understanding the capacity of motivated adults to receive
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Introduction

Panel 2 made the immodest assumption that the best approach to
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and among students. One justification of this approach is that all knowledge

study of teaching is to analyze the interaction between teachers and stude

of teaching that has utility will appear, in one form or another, within the
interchange when teachers and students contact each other. Thus, the concern
of Panel 2 began with the study of interaction itself and expanded to include
relationships between interaction variables and learning outcomes, student
characteristics, characteristics of the instructional setting, teacher char-
acteristics, teacher planning, and teacher education and training.

Our Panel was convened to answer the question, "What is the most im-
portant research that now needs to be done in the study of teaching?"
Twelve of us, in one room, working a four and one-half day week, were to
answer this question. Most of us were reasonably independeﬁf researchers
with sufficient published research to be invited. None of us so far as I
can tell, ﬁad ever suffered for a prolonged period of time, from serious

attacks of modesty or self-deprocation. None of us was inarticulate or
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or excessively taciturn. As a result, it should come as no surprise
that instantaneous agreement on research priorities failed to materialize
on the first day, nor on the second day, and when coaxed, agreement might
appear only as a trace on the third day. Nevertheless, we did sﬁcceed in
producing a report and in it each Panel member can see at least some of
his own ideas.

This report of the Panel deliberations will be divided into two parts:
first, I will. summarize our recommendations; and second, I wilT ‘summarize

side issues that to me seemed equally important.

Panel Recommendations

The Panel 2 recommendztions are classified into three approaches to
the study of teaching. The first approach dealt with teacher-student
interaction. Five programs were set forth. The first dealt with the study
of interaction in itself -- the dimensions a]oﬁg which it should be described
and the kinds of descriptions that should be made. The second emphasized
educational settings and student characteristics in their relationship to
interaction processes. The third emphasized the study of teacher character-
istics, plans, and perceptions of students in relation to interaction processes.
The fourth laid out studies of the ways in which interaction processes are
related to the educational growth 6f students. The fifth dealt with studies
in which the whole complex of interdependent variables involved in teacher-

student interaction would be studied in multi-faceted designs.

The second approach of the panel was concerned with teacher education.
Here, three programs were set forth. The first dealt with the ways in

which teachers think about interaction, their own participation, and the ways
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in which thgy decide to participate. The second was concerned with the
capacity-of a motivated adult to receive and use feedback while inter-
acting with students. The third was concerned with computer-assisted
systems of teacher education -- their design, development, and evaluation,

The third approach was concerned with the special difficulties of
research on teaching as human interaction. The Panel recommended special
qfiprts to develop first, additional measures of the outcomes of teaching
and learning, second, mathematical models for-dealing with-chains of events
in classroom interaction, and third a position papé} on the uni% of
sampling, units of behavior, and similar problems in this research area.
The need for replication of findings was emphasized, along with the need
for long-range, coord{nated programs which make use of laboratory and field
studies. In addition, the Panel recommended the establishment of various
Kinds of data banks that would facilitate comparison of different systems
of interactive analysis on the same data, comparisons of various sets of
predictive variab]es,‘and the creation of samples large enough to make
possible the cross-validation of resuits.

" Finally, the Panel emphasized the need for taking into account the
ways in which teachers will adapt research-based knowledge and teaching
skills to their own classrooms, students, and styles. Such adaptations
Wwill determine the validity and utility of the knowledge to be derived
from reséarch on teaching as human interaction.

Out of this total organization two programs of research were voted
to the rank of highest priority in a kind of popularity conéest after a
preliminary draft of the report had been finished. The first of the two

highest priorities was understanding relationships between teacher-pupil
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interaction and the effects of this interaction on pupils. This is the

" classic process-product research, but interestingly enough, the greater
emphasis was not on measuring process variables of interaction, but on the
product variables. Special mention was giVen to the prbbiem of developing
better methods of conceptualizing and measuring the effects of learning on
pupils. The speed with which the Panel members moved beyond the currently
mis-used nationally standardized tests of achievement toward imaginative
measures of learning outcomes certa1n1y showed their d1strust of the more
common measuresvétugtﬁgett matter ach1;;ement Apparent]y th1s |ns1ght had
been gained by members of the Panel years earlier.

The second of the two highest priorities wcat to the field of teacher
education and for studies to investigate the capacity of a motivéted adult
to receive feedback information while interacting with pupils. In particular,
special experimentation with different kinds of feedback languages which
can be comprehended by an adult while actuai]y teaching appeared to be a
form of'basic research urgently needed. Experimentation with different

feedback languages with different sources of the messages, and with the timing,

frequency, and intensity of messages were cited in the report.
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Side Issues

Equally important, if not more important than topics of research,
were a number of side issues. The first of these was the point of view
expressed by one Pansi merber when he said, "The way to improve research
on teaching is not to decide what should be investigated, instead we should
set standards of how research is to be conducted." It is from this ob-
servation that a reader can find a number of suggestions ébout research
methods even though there was another bane] that dealt with this topic at
the conference.. . S N
Another side issue was a discussion of "the validity problem". One
panel member was dissatisfied with what might be called an over emphasis
of probability models for testing null hypotheses, the inqiscrimjnate use
of models for rese&rch borrowed from other sciences, and the notion that

research on teaching may need to develop its own model of research, The
\

validity problem refers to the notion that inhe validity of research ol
teaching must ultimately be based on the teacher's use of this kno&]edge

and the effects of its use on learning outcomes; In other words, besides
asking whether one's results could occur by chance, the reseércher wﬁo
investigates teaching must also ask whether his findings can be successfully
adapted by teachers and put to work for the improvement of education,

A third side issue was concerned with the lack of communication among
those who conduct research on teaching, the lack of a journal specifically
concerned with this kind of research, and the lack of a special ERIC
Clearing House for research on teaching.

Readers who have progressed this far and are still inté}ested in the
study of teaching as human interaction should read the full report of

Panel 2.
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